
Statement of the VirginiaRailway and Powell
Company Filed With the Street Committee

November II, 1012.

To the Committee on Streets:

In the argument of the pending application for a

light and power franchise before your committee on

Thursday evening, November 7, I read a prepared state¬

ment on behaif of the Virginia Railway and Tower Com¬

pany, the first paragraph of which statement read by me

was as follows:

"1. In or about the year 19)0 an application was pendln«:
for a franchise by the interests then controlling the Mats
mond Railway and Electric Company, which franchise ex¬

pired on December 31. i*ss. At this time, certain geatlesaea
at aUeaufteaa, larlaaiag Mr. Forbes aad Mr. Jeaklaa. of the

Richmond and Hsnrlco Railway Company, applied for a

franchise In competition with the, existing company. The

interests applying for and which subsequently obta.ned

the Richmond Passenger and power, franchirc axreed to

pay these gentlemen gls.SM la sssaey as securities to get

eat of the field, abandon their application and aid In secur¬

ing* the franchise of the Richmond Passenger and Power

Company. This was done, and the consideration wss paid
If these facts ars questioned, we are prepared to prove

them to the committee.''

I hare seen in the newspapers what purports to be a

denial of this statement, signed by the Richmond and

Henrico Railway Company by W". S. Forbes, president,
and W. F. Jenkins, vice-president, in which they repre¬

sent me as making a statement which I did not make

and then deny their own version of the same.

The application referred to by me was made in the

name of the Virginia Conduit Company, in which Mr.

Forbes and Mr. Jenkins were interested.

In view of my statement that ? was prepared to prove

these facts to your committee, I desire to submit the

following statements and evidence:

Statement of Mr. John C. Robertson, who organized
the syndicate which made the application in the name of

the Virginia Conduit Company:

"In the year l>tt. before the time that the Richmond

Railway and Electric franchise was to expire. I organized
a synJleate to apply for a new franchise in Richmond,

which included Messrs. w. & Forbes and W. F. Jenkins.

"A franchise was applied for, and when the same was

under consideration by the committee we were approached
by the representatives of the old Richmond Railway and

Electric Interests, who offered to pay us j:ocv>03 to secure

the franchise for them, to be paid $50. JOO when the fran¬

chise was 1 sported by the Street Committee, $50,0!'O when

It was pasesd by the Common Council; isc.oo) when It was

passed by the Board ef Aldermen, and the remaining

f50.XX) when it was approved by the Mayor
They failed to make these payments as agreed, and

before the franchise was finally passed we threatened to

defeat It If some settlement was not made. Thereupon. Mr

Fisher came to Richmond, and, after a great deal of nego¬

tiation, a settlement was made by which, instead of our

receiving tJtO.POO. as had been promised, we accepted ST". Ml

tn bond* and tsO.fit} in preferred and common stock of the

aaw company for securing the franchise for these people.
..>tr. W. S. Forbes was chairman of the committee who

nettled the matter, and received and distributed the seeuri-

tJan The securities were sold in order to enable us to

make n division, and the proceeds were divided among the

Partien to the syndicate, Messrs. Forbes and Jenkins re-

estvlng their proportions.
If necessary. I am prepared to testify to these facta

(Signed) "JOHN C. ROBERTSON -

Statement of T. P. Davie. a member of the syndicate
applying under the name of the Virginia Conduit Com¬

pany:

~l was n member of the syndicate organized by M-. John

C. Robertson and others In life to apply for a franchise in

Richmond tn the place of the Richmond saawwaV and Elee.

trie franchise, which was shout to e*p(re. Me**r*. W. s

and W F. Jenkins were also menib* r? «f this syn-

**Wbile the application was pending, we were approached

Tpy the representatives of the Richmond Railway and rW-

trte lalet sets, aad a proposition made to pay us. according

as my rsanntctJsa, f2)4.0«t la securities if we would ret

Ska fraaekies far that rntorsot. the securities to be aadrr-

¦Ullin at St. A committee was appointed from the tyndi-
aaas to aeaitkui the matter with the Richmond Railway
aad Pantile interest, aad an agreement was finally made
As a part ef this agreement. I think It wan asrrsed that

the audorgTouTid conduit si slam would he installed on Main

"The Rirkmond Railway aad wVttilt people failed to

was finany comatomised

tkotr fnwisjlndj to as a laraw amount of bonds aad

wry rocoeloction being that the smount of bonds was

Sde.toe. Two saearfttes were seid la order to tunk», a Jietn.
to tke syndicate

Statement of F. Sitterding, formerly president of the

Virginia Passenger and I'ower Company:
"Whtn the application for a franchise In Richmond to

succeed the o!d Richmond Railway and Electric Company
t was pendln*. . became interested In the matter, along with

a number of other gentlemen.
"YVh.il the franchise application was pending, an appli¬

cation had also been made by a syndicate, which I think

»as organised by Mr. John C Robertson, of which Messrs.
W. g. Korbes and W. F. Jenkins were members. An agree¬
ment was reached between the so-called Fisher Interests

and this syndicate, whereby the syndicate agre>d to aid

in securing the franchise for the old Richmond Railway

and Electric interests There was afterwards a sreat deal

of controversy about the matter, and I know that a large

amount of bonds anJ stock of the new company was deliv¬

ered to this syndicate. These bond.- were delivered to M. M.

Martin. Esq.. counsel for the company, to be delivered to

Mr. W. S. Forbes, who wss chairman of the committee

of the sjndirate in the settlement of this controversy. sub¬

sequently, I purchased from Mr. For'. es a part of the stock

delivered in this transaction, and hold it at the present

time

"My present recollection is that ths amount of bonds

delivered was $40,500 and a large amount of stock, but It

might have been more

tSigned> "F. STTTERDING.''
I

The originals of these statements, with the signa¬
tures of the parties, are attached hereto.

In 1903, under a joint resolution of the Council and

Board of Aldermen, an investigation was made of

charges in connection with the granting of these fran¬

chises by a joint committee of the two houses. The

evidence in this investigation was reported stenographi-
cally and is now on file with the clerk of the committee.

In this evidence the following testimony appears:

Captain A. Pizzini testified that he was active in

efforts'to secure this franchise, and his associates were

the Virginia Conduit Company; that they were origi¬
nally promised $200.000 to aid in securing the franchise

by a Mr. Wilson, of New York, who represented the

Richmond Railway and Electric interests. At page 462
he testifies as follows:

Q. By the way, you refer to that $80,000. What was

the inducing motive to make you accept $80,000 in place
of $200,000?

A Because Mr. Wilson considered that he had been

badly treated, and he proposed to take legal proceedings
and do the whole business up, and I would rather have

had $80,000 in hand than $100,000 in the bush. That

was my reason, and I suppose that reason governed all

the balance of the people.
Q. Did you submit the proposition which he made

to take $Sc-000 instead of $200,000 to your associates?

A. No, sir; the $200,000 contract was just thrown

right up three or four months before that He repu¬
diated it entirely.

Q. Tha. was before the franchise was gotten?
A. No, it was just afterwards.

At page 410 Captain Pizzini was asked in regard to

this contract: .

Q. What did you actually get out of that?

A. I actually got $80,000 in bonds.

Q. All that came to yon individually?
A. No. sir; it came to me individually at the time

of the distribution of the bonds.

q. Who were intended to share with too?
A. The Virginia Conduit people were my associates,

and of course I had to make a return to them of every¬

thing I ha.I received, and I did so.

Mr. W. F. Jenkins, after stating that Captain Piz¬

zini was one of hi* associates, testified, at page 481, a>

follows;

Q- So upon those representations you agreed with
the others that it was wiser for 70a to unite with Mr.

Wilson, of New York, who held the options on the old

company's plant'
A. Yes, sir.
Q. Father than go ahead and apply for the fran¬

chise yoarseH ?

A Yes. sir.

0 When yon made the agreement (when I say

you I mean yon and yonr associates m the Virginia
Conduit Conrpany) to drop yosjr own hgfct for the fran-

cWee and to aanjat the Be^d-Nenson STndeeate and Mr.
-^s-mm-tm-H

Wilson, who represented them, to obtain a franchise,
was it not for some consideration? What was the con¬

sideration which was to be paid the Virginia Conduit

Company for uniting with Mr. Wilson and his crowd
instead of opposing them in the application for the
franchise ?

A. I saw Mr. Robertson to-day.I did not remem¬

ber.my own mind is not clear on that. I saw Mr.
Robertson to-day, a member of our company, and he

said we were promised $200,000 and the conduit on

Main Street.

Q. You did not remember this?

A. I did have a faint recollection that there was

some money mentioned, but I cannot recall what it
was.

Q. You recall there was an agreement for some

consideration, but you do not remember the amount?
A. Just a verbal agreement, yes.
Q. You do not recollect the amount?
A. No, sir.

Q. Who are the persons in the Virginia Conduit

Company who took the most active part in this matter?
A. I reckon Mr. John C Robertson.

Q. Mr. Pizzini was also a member of it?
A. Yes, sir: he took the most active part, and Mr.

Robertson next.

Again, at page 484, Mr. Jenkins testifies:

Q. How much, if you remember, did the Virginia
Conduit Company get finally as a consideration for as¬

sisting in securing the franchise?
A. The Virginia Conduit Company got $26,000 in

bonds, $40,000 in common stock and $12,500 in pre¬
ferred, making $78,500.

Q. Of that what proportion did you get?
A. I got $4,000 from this.

Mr. M. M. Martin, who was counsel for the in¬
terests securing the franchise, after speaking of the op¬
position of the Jenkins people, testified, at page 665, as

follows:
Q. What was done to remove that opposition?
A. An arrangement was made with Captain Pizzini,

who represented the Conduit Company, by which they
got out of the way and left a free.

Q. What do you mean by arrangement? Were
they paid money, bonds or stock?

A. They were paid a certain amount of stock and
bonds.

Q. How much were they paid?
A. Now, sir, I expect Captain Pizzini and Mr. Jen¬

kins gave yon exactly some $70,000 or $80,000.

Comment upon these statements and the sworn tes¬

timony of these witnesses is unnecessary. They es¬

tablish the facts stated by me, and the only point in
which there was possible error was that I may have
understated rather than overstated the amount paid to

Messrs. Forbes. Jenkins and associates.

The paper which T read to the Committee also con¬

tained the following statement:

-On October 36, 1913. leva than ten dar» ago. while this

hearlnr has been In erogress, the so-called Canadtan in-

terests, supposed to own the controlUns; Interest in the
Richmond and Henri00 Company, approached the Interests
<-ontrolling this company, through reputable brokers fa

Tew Torn, sad offeree their Interest foe sale, and the offer

was declined."

This statement is denied upon the authority of an

alleged telegram from one J. M. McWhinney, of To¬

ronto.

I have never heard of Mr. McWhinney, anj he does

not appear as an officer or director of the Richmond and
Henrico Railway Company, nor is there anything to

show that he has the slightest interest therein. No

doubt a number of other telegrams could be obtained
from other people to the same effect.

The facta of the matter are as follows:
On October y>. 1012. Mr. Frank Jay Gould was

asked for an appointment to meet Mr. Murphy, of the

nrm of G. M. P. Murphy & Co.. 43 Exchange Place
New York, in connection with the Richmond and Hen¬
rico matters. He made the appointment at a:jo P. M.

en that day, and both Mr. GouJd and Mr. R, Lancaster

Williams, a director of this company, were present.
The following is a typewritten memorandum made

immediately following the interview, signed by Mr. R«
Lancaster Williams, forwarded to me and received on]
October 31:

.New York, October SO, Iftft
This morning Mr. Greer telephoned to F. J. O.'m office

saying that be had had a call from Mr. Dtier. who had been
referred to him by the Guaranty Trust Company of this
city, in connection with Richmond and Henrleo matters.

**Mr. Greer informed him that he had nothing to do with
the affairs of the Virginia Railway and Power Company,
and suggested that he telephone P. J. G. Frank Jay Gould).
Mr. Oner subsequently telephoned, and an appointment
was made for 2:30 P. M. at 1«5 Broadway. At the time Mr*
Taylor made the appointment he was informed that Mr.
Duer could not come up at this time, as he was leaving
shortly for out of town, but that Mr. Murphy would call
m his place. Mr. Murphy is of the firm of G. M p. Murphy
A Co.. 48 Exchange Place, this city.

"At the interview held In the afternoon. Mr. Murphy
said that he had seen the British Interests of the Richmond
and Henrleo. aad that a proposition has been mads them

upon the part of Mr. Forbes which would almost let them
out without loss. The British interests, however, wished,
before closing with Mr. Forbes, to bring the matter to the
attention of our company, with probably the view of ascer¬

taining if we would pay more. F. J. G. (Frank Jay Gould)
stated that If any Interests had offered them such a price
for their Interest It had better be accepted, but. as far as

the Virginia Railway and Power Company was concerned, it
could not afford to pay any such price. Mr. Murphy seemed
to have some doubts himself as to Mr. Forbes's reliability
and ability to carry out such an arrangement

"Mr. R Lancaster Williams was also present, and stated
that this was not the first time that we had been approached
la the same way.

The statement marked V 10 of interchange of traffic was
shown him. Reference was also made to the lighting
franchise which the R. de H, wished to secure, and he was

told that this company made no bid for the franchise, as

the hoard of directors had been advised by its counsel that
there was a serious doubt as to Hs validity, if granted.

"Mr. Murphy left shortly after 3 P. M, saying that he
would talk the matter over with the interests which had
come to him.

The above is a correct memorandum of the interview

held this day between Mr. Frank Jay Gould and Mr. Mur¬

phy, at which I was present.

(Signed) "R. LANCASTER WTIXJAMS."
v g

On October 30 Mr. Murphy again wrote Mr. Gould
further on the subject, to which Mr. Gould replied on

November I, sending Mr. Murphy the statement of the
results of operation of the Richmond and Henrico Rail¬
way Company for the year ended June 30, 1912, as filed
in the office of the State Corporation Commission of Vir¬

ginia, showing a deficit, including interest charges, of
$11*491.36. On November 8 Mr. Murphy replied, statin«
that the poor showing made for the property was due
to extraordinary expenses in connection with develop-
ment of the business.

On November 6 I wrote Mr. Gould to know if F
could use these facts, and received the following tele¬

gram in reply:
"Tours of the Ith received. Do not understand that in

the offering of the Richmond and Henrico interests th.>r-^
was any confidence, expressed or implied, which would
preclude your stating them to the committee, as you know
them on behalf of our company. I refused to consider the

proposition as outlined. Ton are at liberty to make any

proper statement to this effect."

If the Committee desires to pursue this matter

further, I would be very glad to obtain the original cor¬

respondence between Mr. Murphy and Mr Could and

file it before the Committee.

The correctness of the remaining statements read

by me to the Committee going to show that the Rich¬
mond and Henrico Railway Company was a sell-oat

proposition have not been questioned and therefore need

not be restated.

It is easy to make promises of public service, but

when it is considered that the sworn report of the Rich¬
mond and Henrico Railway Company filed with the State.

Corporation Commission as of June 30. 1012, shows

that their taxes and expenses exceeded their total reve¬

nue by the sum of SewyiwLJf, and that in addition
thereto they failed to pay interest on bonds »mountins;
to HT.ttt, the performance of the*e promises becomes
a different question

Very respectfully
VIRGINIA RAILW AY AND POWER CO.

By HENRY W. ANDtMCM, ^


